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"apical" when they do tin deciding for Vawtor. %/ 4. ia inco-olete and thus misleading, 
with Vwter being misled and the Act being frustrated, 5, ia op oslte Hhoada* worn 
tentJLiony to the Congress. And what I'd forgotten, then was an ex. see*. review by 
GtjA general counsel in 1972. Does this interest Jim re 144S? I question the unexplained 
masking at ths bcotm of p. 2 Jut the hccdurlttoa note cokes tha UJA laxyora part to the 
6 ana cf ap oal as they play it. 

Their 1/jo/bS does not any they obtained Marshall's penal enion for tha exclusive 
release to jraham or why it took so long for then to send ae a copy. 

j'f i do not to it one of tha papercllpo 1 moved by accident referred to one 
ox - t:« ;ir lstturs oayin j they would ms everything I had br.-en denied if and when it 
was released. 

By 6 /*o/ 72, Midi's not a "Hot so" op oslte Secret Swrvic* b'ying ag-ncy of iwraaount 
interest, in ir»t« sating because there la Ju-t no basic within cho lew for him to be 
nL*i.Ai r.r this. It wau their property, the X or T wee, ae thoir ozhz? relevant 

rscord3# ir.cluciiig tin se improperly sLvcn to tbsz. In the oth*-r interpretation, did the 
S3 ml are to as, you hare that cov^ilng letter# So *hy does ono in his position say 
3 uch things# do they influence ohers and do he do tlvna 0:1 his o*n whn.n so oany know 
the truth? 

lou added a "dirty work*" note to refer to this and what follows# other use of the 
phrase. In both ca eea it was ^hoada personally# on tho agreement end on tho accees to L# 
t jx interesting that asterisked N'llPL and added "DiriJ Worlts Section# * True, ho 

undo, stood# whether or not others tor.r: thi 6 as 30:20 hind of jckel But this was the last 
of the routing: # 

Their S/\2/l2 with the 1'ock crack zo 3tevo# or c arfinklos"VJ. 3 triices Again#" In 
bhi 3 ccnapicoous bp its abooncc is th rOTinos rer t ueot for tlva dgceeoen-fe or any reference 
to Rhoads telling v<mhsc# exciusivoly and before Lattiner Joe*# that ho was gi/antiag 
L# acoesii to the autopsy natc ial# WhLle on thoir own. th* lawyers can't b exo used , these 
poeudo-^holare weir? manipulating them# 

Thi’ir \ O/ 3 / 72 # Eu^^oat you ;ak. if th^ir le£oI naglet find tide to bo ths meaning of 
thr Act today rnd if bo what df-oiauens no holds for a o*ocy of the XnrsbalX doeire in 
par 2f what • licorAa show tho Kean- dy faadJty# their designation* had control over 3#b# 
records and any legal opinion on this arid relating to the other masters in th»< r«eao# 

flviir I/I 7/75 to me# vhich I*d forgotten end I think Jb had# snares to oe to be 
important in their represftn nations in 144£# I'm making a aemreto copy for him for that 
end will give fill to him in tho s.n# This is a false statement re whet they have# 

What appears to be i *hoadk? question, "What is he talking about?" hao no answer here# 
His note io of the day after ray V‘is/75 letter# if he eannt understand wnat for ae xs 
pretty plain nnd sir.ple# that they have not prwidert records naked for nor presentation 
toa court of law# wnat can ho know of what tob on or the contents of t e affiduvit^ ho 
ecxocutes? ^Ihey then did not provide all the records for 226.) dfij is absent in snide 

craoke or pwtifi<^ti«inr and i\vsre is no ca.itpnt re my top p. 2 on .Ltprop^r with he li l i n ^ 
being the undeviating rule# 

* * * Tour H#0# on banc sitting wn^i reported in radio ne«rt bat nothing I f ve joen 
in print# ^otxt tin experience livod to the axpcctutian# 

1 hnve an Archives letter l f ll h ve to l<*t await my -oturn. I f ll send it then with 
ny response# They clair. th* internal cor un±'?ation exemption on «or^ of ny requests and 
ignore onfcers# 

Best# 


